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 APPLICATION NO(s), 9552 of 1993, -
AEEliEEDESE.).Nohammed Sirajuddin v/s. EE-EED?EDE&E) Commandant &

¢ , . - Maneging Director,515 ABW,B'lore
) Te . 3 - and Dthers, .

1.  Mir Mohammed Sirajuddin, Unit Tailor,No.9610619, QN-51S,
-~ krmy Base Workshop, Ulsoor,Bangzlore-560 008,

2, Sri,V.Narasimha Holle,Rdvocate,No.317, 12-R-Main,
Sxxth Block, RajaJlnagar Bangalore-10 '

3. The Commandant and Managing Director,515 Army Base Worksho p,
. Ulsoor,Bangalore-8. '

4, The Commander Headquarters Technical Goupr-EME,
- Delhi Cantonment Neu Delhi-10,

5. . The Director General,EME,&rmy Hegdquarters,New Delhi-11,

6. The‘Secretary,Miniatry of Defence,South Block,New Delhi,

7. 8ri,G Shanthappa &ddltzonal Central Govannmnbb Standlng
Counsel,High Court 8u11d1ng,Bengalore~1

SUBJECT:~ Foruwarding of copies of the Urder;g_asedAgx
o the Central Admlnlstrgtlve Tribunal Ban alore 8ench’

Bangalore.
Please find enclosed hereuwith a copy of the ORDER/
STAY/INTERIN ORDER. passed.by.this . Tribunal in he sbove said

spplicatien(s) on -~-22z02=3Ja o _ 4 o
bl :;/”/E;;%E% %9
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'BATED'THIS ‘DAY THE' 29TH OF* JWLY,, . 1693

Present:"HonfbleA3u$tica=ﬁg;PéK.'Shyamsundar

Hon'ble Mr,v;fRémakfishnén

APPLICAT ION NG.352/1993

Mr . Mohammed Slraguddln,
Unit Tailor,

No. 9610619,

QM 515, Army Base. Uorkshop,
Banqalore - 560 008

( Shri V.N. Holla - Advocate )

V,

The Commandant and Managing -
Dlrector,

No,515, Army Base Uorkshop,

Ulsoor, Bangalore - 560 008 _ '

Commander, :
Hgrs. Technical Group, ENE
Delhi Cantonment,

New Delhi - 110 010

The Director General,
EME, Army Headquarters,
New Delh1 - 110011

Union of Indla,

by Secretary,
Ministry of Defence,
New Delhi

( Shri G. Shanthappa - Advocate )

This applibatibn has qohg'up today

before this Tribunal fbr orders, Hon'ble

he followings

DR DER

Viée Chairman j?:

member(A)

Applicant

Fespondents

Justice Mr,P.K, Shyamsundar, Vice Chairman made

This is all about a Tailer élaiming parity




in salary with another Tailor working in the

same establishment., We are told by Shri V.N.
Hblla for the applicaht-that his cliént vho is

a Tailor borne on the establishment of tME
Bangalore does bhe work of refitting clothes

of the military personnel and for dqing that job
he was getting a salary in the pre-revised scale
of R.210-290 which was subsequently raised to

R, 800-1150 and right now his gross salary is
approximately &.2100/—. The applicant feels totally
disgruntled becausé he finds the man sitting next
to him on a sewing machine gets much more than him
vhich aspect is not in disputé.

2. ©  But then the EME points out that the

other person who gets more is a Taiior borne on
the Industrial tadre and @ne who was formerly
ixnuxxa» getting a pay in the scale of R.260-400
which has been subsequently raised suitably to

a level which is cerfainiy higher than

what the applicant gets. We are told the
Industrial Cdre Tailors get a salary in the‘

pay scale of &.950-1500 which is certainly much
more thah the non-industrial Tailor., UWhile we
certainly appreciate the claim'ﬁadé on the'qround
that persons doing the same and similar kind

of work should get the same pay but the argument

| stops )Q1§P3@4~L Qhen it is found that the work
done by.the two persons is not the same or similaf
in nature or quality may be.by way of responsibility.
3. In support of the defence that the

" applicant cannot be given the pay scale granted
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";}to a person borne on the 1ndustr1a1 cadre, the

done by a person borne on the industrial establishment.

‘to the work dcne by a Tailor belbnging to industrial

eENE have flled a reply statement in whlch they
‘have set out the dut;es and functlons of a Tallor
borne on the non-lndustrial cadre vis-a-v1s

‘industrial cadre. They are as‘Follous:

Tailor of noh-inddstrial. - Tailor of,industriai
Carry out minor repair-s : Expeéted to take jobs
to clothing and blankets, of complicated nature

' ‘ . B pertaining to tailoring
Alter and fit clothing. as per draving/ -

‘ . "specifications,
Measure, cut.out, make up

and fit garments such as fMust have a gocd
.dravers etc, - knouledge of typ=s and

' qualitjes of materials
Use and maintain @ sewing in use in his trade..
machine, '

' . Be able to measure
Must knouw -to estimate mark, cut out,
quantities of materials canopies hoods, side
necessary for repair or curtains and seats,

for new garments,

4, - A plain reading of the above statement
furnished by the respondents which is not disputed
makes it obvious that a Tailor borne on the

non-industrial establishment does not;de the vork

Primarily what the former does ie'repaif or a
mending job. That also extende‘to mending and
eatching of~blankets apart from altering a dress
suited to the physiognomy of the wearer uhich

somet imes varies depending on his state of health )

and condition. The work done by the non-industrial

Tailor is not so onerous and demanding as compared

establishment., Naturally the latter gets more

than the former.

5. We think, therefore, the grievance made

p—




of dispafity in pay scale is most unbecoming

and unuarranted, Shri Holla relied on the decision
of the Supreme Court in the case of BHAGWAN SAHAI
CARPENTER AND ORS v, UNION OF INDIA AND ANOTHER -
AIR 1989 SC 1215 2 1989(2) SLJ 100) which uas
followed byva decision of the Full Bench of thié
Tribunal in C0.A,111/91., Ue uere parties to that
Full Bench decision. We think neither Bhaguwan
Sahai's case or the decision of the Full Bench

has anything to do with the case aforesaid,

Shri Holla says that a representation ﬁade by his
client sometime back is still pending consideration
with EME., UWe do not know about it, But if any
representaticn is pending, the Department will
dispoée it off. Shri Shanthappa,:-the learned Standing
Counsel says the said representation has been
disposed off vide.Annexures 8 and 9, Houéver,

that will not preclude the applicant to make a
fresh representation, If he wants, he caﬁ make &
fresh representation for fresh consiceration. But,
this applicetion stands disposed. off finally uith

~ the above observations, Ng costs,

g"dk“" B {
VICE CHAIRMAN

e e -~



- Aémlmsg.a!\

%:aﬁ\\\\”\ﬁ

noo.  BLG/ a5 /sEC. Vs
SUPREME COURT OF INDIA =~
A - ' NEW DELHI. -
S From: - DETED: - e

The Registrar,
Supreme Court of Indla,
NEW DELHI.
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PETTTION FUR SPECIAL LEAVE TO APEEAL(CRE./CIVIL Nobo#/ 95~
{Petition Under Article 136(1) of the Constitution of Indi .

From the Judgment and order gated = Q9= - a%
7

- of the HLg‘h#G@uTt—'O'ﬁ—MQrGai %—’g’i | 0\‘7[ /SM?JO;/‘

in___ | e A No- 352/ 93

MY, Nolonmome! S‘:'WJQMW :,..a.PETI'TIONER(S)
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'c%o A ccRfles - Sir,

G/H,Qk ﬁ (‘3}&?73 -I am dlrected to 1nform you that the petltmn above

CFZ],{HW by the Couf‘t on for— D= G .

SU @(Mg : | ' | Ye;urs faithfull

F o%;;t%ra\)xw/

RESPONDENT (S)

B Comomenmelin] P meaaz\»? Bire CHV 4

mentioned filed in the’ Supreme Court was dismissed




